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1919 M Street. N.W., Room 222
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Dear Mr. Caton:

The Public Service Commission of WiJconsin heleby submits tbe attacbed errata sheet to
correct typographical erroD aDd An nmi~Cli()n in tile PSCW'S oriIiDal Petition for
Reconsideration datecl September 26, 1996, and filed on or about Sep1cmber 27, 1996.

For the convcoieDCe of the FCC. I am enclosing a new original and. e1rNcD copies of die fun,
COllected Petition for RecoDsideration. dated Scp1anber 30. 1996, £0 substi1Dtc for the eulier
version. This filiDg is still timely under 47 C¥R § l.4(b) JUJd. as a facsimile, is In
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WWiam F. e.:atoD. Ac1in& Secretary
cc Dockets Nos. 96-98 &: 9S-18S
Palc2

No, 9682 P, 2/23

. !

compliance with "17 CPR f 1..52. The underIipcd will n:Wn the original documentS. Your
attention to this matter will be greatly appreciated.

SiD;crcly,

~5~.
Michael S. Varda
Legal Counsel
Telcco1111DL1Dications Division

MSV:mac:h:\ss\fcc\fcc9698.fax

EDclosnre

cc: Cheryl Parrino. ChairmanIPSCW
Daniel Butman, CommiasionerlPSCW
Scot Cullen, AdministmtorlPSCW
J. Bradford Ramsay, Deputy AsSl. General CounsellNARUC
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FEDE1tAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

No. 9682 P. 4/23

In the Matter of

Implementation of the Local Competition
Provisions of the 'l'elecommunicaqoDS Act
of 1996

Intercon.oection between Local ExchanBe
Carriers aut Commercial Mobile Radio
service Providers

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

cc Doacet No. 96-98

CC ~kcl Nu. 9'-18'

PlTmON FOR RECONSIDBltATJON
BY PVBUC SERVICE COMMISSION or WISCONSIN

CberylL.Parrlno
CbainDan

M"lChacl S. Varda
Wis. State Bar No, 01016329
Le,al Counsel
TelecommunicatioDB Division

Public Service Commission
of Wisconsin

P.O. Box 7854
Madison, WI ~3707-78S4

Tel. No. (608) 267-3591
Fax. No. (608) 266-3957

Date: Sep=nber 30, 1996
(substitutes for Petition dated
9/26/96 to reflect corrections submitted
this date by formal errata sheet)
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:FEDER AI. COMMVNICATIONS COMMISSION

wasbiqtoll, D.C. ~S4

: f

In the Matter of

Iwpl.caw:nl.al.ion of the Local CompetitiOD
ProvisioDS of the Telecommunications Act
of 1996

IntelCOnnection between Local Bxcbangc
Carriers and CoimneIeial Mobile Radio
service Providers

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

cc Docket No. 96-98

CC Docket No. 95-185

l'IC'I'I'nON ll'OR RECONSIDDATION
BY PUBUC SERVICE COMMISSION OF WISCONSIN

The Mlic Service Commisaion of Wi5coa.siu. ("PSCW"), by l1s attorney,

respecdUlly submitCl thiR PlltirioD for Reconsideration ("Petition-) of portions of the

"First Report and Order" ("0rder") in the above-captiooed docket, released on August

8. 1996, and published in the Federal hlister of August 29, 1996. 'Ibis Petition is

due on or before September 30, 1996, according to 47 CFR i§ 1.4(b) and 1.429.

1
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11 i
1" I'; I. The Requlremeat 'Ibat AD IatercoanedIoD~ NepdIted Prior to

the .1'" Act be S'ubDdtted To State CoaImisIloDI for ApproYaI Should be
JleIcinded ..... It is Contrary to the Statute and Admtnlstrativel1
HurdeUome. 1165 and 47 CPR 151.303.

A. The best iDterpretation rA f 252(a) does not eompe] a state approval
pI'OUI.SS for all )ft-Act IDterconned:lon....ts.

The PSCW sccIcs J'eC(lMideration of the requirement that all int.ercODDeCUOD

• I
I

asreem,ents among competitors within a local servic:e territory, iDc1udin& those whose

Degananons pre-dated FebNBry 8, 1996. be submiUcd for state cOlDDlission approval

pursuant to 47 U.S.C. §2S2(c). This It\l~ is motivated by the apparent reliance of

the Pccb"al CO.lllWUJllCaWUILS Comndssion ("FCC'), in pan, upon the PSCW's tust

order rcgarcUng such "§ 252(1)(1) mteICOnncction agreements" on May 17, 1996,1 in

which the PSCW adopted the view embraced in the FCC's First Report and Order at

, 16S.

The PSCW, however, reversed its position, in a further leaer order dated

July 18, 1996 (c;opy attached). The PSCW re-inrerpreted the language of § 252(a)(I),

and determined that pre-Act intercoDDCCtion agreements need not be approved by

psew, though a filing obligation was retained.

The language in 47 U.S.C. § 2S2(a)(I) critical to the PSCW's teCODSidcration

is noted below:

"Upon receiving a request for inrercomcction, services, or network elements
pursuant ro section 251, an incumbent local exchange cmicr may neJORat.;
and enter into a binding agreement with the reques~ telecommunications
carrier or canien withoot tegatd to the staDdan\s set forth in subsections (b)
and (e) of section 2S1. The aEfCClllent sball include a detailed schedule of

I OrderI .lID, at '161 and Footnote 309.

2
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rOll:
: I

itemiad cblqes for infCrCoDDCCtion &lid cacb avil:"A; ur rawoIk clement
iDcIuded in the apement. The agreeIDaIt, ~Iuding any iDIercoaDectiOD
agreemeN. rem"!" before the date of e.uactment of the Telecommunications
Act of 1996, shall be submitted tn the Smte commisnon UDder subsection (e)
of this section."

Logically, the fi.rst senteocc may be strictly consttued to mean tbat approval was

requin:d only for those Contraet.li whMP. negatimuJ g entry occurred after February

8, 1996. The third. sentence's rcfclCJU: W"the agreement· of I:hc tlrst sentence,

however, coDtains a modifying phrase that omits the 'cnter" requirement in respect to

an agreement. The PSCW ~ffectively determined that the purpose of the much­

disputed. pbnsc in the last SCDtence of § 252(1)(a) was to avoid excludiDl from the

DeSotiauOWi ilIIb: - nut may - bappenccl to precede the enactment of the 1996 Act

on February 8, 1996. This did not change the~t of the first senrence of

§ 152(a)(1) that "entry" into an interconnection agreement, following upon a "request

for intel'connection ... pursuant to § 251," by definition, still had to OCC.l1f 011 01'

after Fetmwy 8, 1996. Given the early competitive imcrconnectioJ! aD1I.IIga'Dents

(e.g. those in New York and M8I)'laDd) and proposed local competition trials

pending at the time of enactment, tim iDtapretation advlDCeS competition consistent

with the primary objectives of the 1996 Act by "captUring" for the DeW approval

process those critical early aareemcnts whor.e negotilltions 0JIly could DOt satisfy the

literal wording of the first sentence.

1b1S interpretation better makes for a more certain and fuDaional construction

of the language at issuc. The Order itself, at 1170, questions the functiooal

3
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relevancy of pre-Act interconnection agrccmcnb, noting that "Plee.UttLiug agn:emcms

were ocgotlated UDder very different circumstaDces, and may not. provide a reasonable

basis for interconnection agreements UDder the 1996 Act." SUrely I if Conaress bad

really iJdeodrA for all old iDtclcotmeetion agreements to be 8.plX'Ovc:d by the states _.

for wbatever policy lain it pclCeived - it would have mted nell a policy dUectly.

The I'SCW urges the FCC to n:cuIIIiider its Order. 1be Imcrpretation adopted

by the PSCW on reconsideIatioB bannonizcs the'tbree 8eSCnces of § 252(1.)(1),

.sswes an interpretation ~t does not leave CODIraCts out of the approval process that

should logically be included, and avoids straining to derive a major policy din:ctive

fIOm a. simple mndifying pbIase located in me third .entence of a paragraph.

B. A correct interpretation ooids an iJmnenIe aclmiDlstndve bardeD.

The psew has estimated that in excess of 3,000 diffemn agreements covering

various facets of incumbeot local exchange carrier ("n..EC") interconocction would

have to be approved. Wisconsin has over 80 telephone companies. 1bc approval

~t. In hlDdslght, is an unnecessalY administrative burden, espec:ially if Ibe

agreements are potentially "obsolete. II Moreover, many small telecommunications

utilities ("small telcos") would be obliged to secure approval when DO competitor may

be interested in their service areas or the small tclcos may be planning to secure rural

telephone company exempdona under i 2S1(t), tbcmby mootiug~ Ippruval p1'OCQIs.

The PSCW stlll believes pre-Act intel:COnncction agreemcms are useful to the

4
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development of competitive markets. but their value to new entrants is more as

baeqround infOrmation, not as agrc:cments for the new competitive period.

c. The FCC .....ld order that lID ILBC a duty to IUpply PR"'Act
Iatercouectioa 11I'...15 • a of cood flith JlIIGdatlon
and tbIt a state camnaiMIan may elect to require pubUc fIUDg ~
pn-Ad ......... or summaries wlthoet ronal applO'fal1lllder
§ 252(e).

While the PSCW supportS the PCC's infonnatioD availability objectives, the

psew sugests two chqes that would t'aclli!3tc the transfer of needed information

aboUt pre-Act agreements to those Ldecommunications carriers tbat want it. The first

change is to bar an ILEC from denying copies of pre-Act intercoDDeCtioD agreemems

in the same DWlIICr cost data may not be denied to a MqUestmg carrier in

IlCgotiatiODS. Order, at' ISS. Technicalin~on iDfonnation could be u

usctUJ as me provision or cost studicstbat the FCC considers critical to good faith

negotiation. Cost stDdies mighI. be illdeclpberablc withOut relevant explanatOIy

teehnical design information.

The second chanre would allow a~ commission the option to "check" any

obstmctive ILEC behavior by ordering pre-Act agzeemcnts (or summaries) to be

publicly filed at the state commission. The psew has some recent experience that

supports this approach as efficieDt al¥l practical. The PSCW's original May 17 order

required, in iti first round, filma of BAS and Extended Community Calling ("EeC")

iJltertmmection agreements relevant to Wisconsin's defined local exchange tcnitorics.

These pre-Act agreements were fUed on July 1, before the July 18 reconsideration

:-95% 608 266 8097 09-30-96 01:30PM P032 #29
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.order that removed the IeqUiremeDt for approval and set up a filing-only process that

permitted tile~ of summuics of agrecmcdS. Since July 1. requesting carriers have

used the public iofonuauull about tile US and Bee agreements without any

complaiDt. formal or infonnal. that the PSCW should procee<i with '2S2(e) ilppronls

of these aarccments.

In light of the fOlCgQing, the psew sunests that the FCC create a new

47 CFR § S1.301(c)(8)(ii) and rc-designate the present (ii) as (iii):

' ... (ii) refusal by an incumbent LEC to fumiah copies its existing
iDtcrcOnnectlOlla~ for local exchange service (lelcphoDe exchaDge
service and/or excbai1ge accesa) that a requesting celecommunicatiODS carrier
reasonably requites to identify the Detwork clcmcnta thai: it needs or dcaires in
order to serve a particular customer; and . . . .11

The PSCW also suReslS that 47 CPR § 51.303(a) be modifKXl by the addition

of the following seDteDcc:

lIIn lieu of approviDg a.pemeuts u provided in this paragraph. a state
commission may elect to establish a filing process that by way of copies,
5ummaric5, ot a cowbiualion of tbc foregoing, makes available for public
inspection interconnection agreemenrs negotiated before February 8, 1996. II

• !

U. The rec Should PermIt a StIte u. Seek a Walter of tile lteqab....t of at
Least Tbree Colt-Related Rate ZODes for Geqrapbic Deoeraaed Rates.
, 765 and 47 eFR 151.507(0.

The l'Sl:W agrees witb the FCC that deaveraging of rates is appropriate for

iDtercODDCGtion and WlbuuillCd mwurk. c1cmcnts. The PSCW, however. respecU\llly

requests that the FCC establish more flexibility for the seatea in what could be a

clifficult process.

6
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The PSCW stroDlly urges the FCC to make available a waiver process to

pcnnlt scares sufficient t1exibillty to review their individual situations and, if

appropriate, adopt different Pl'U\;C~ or perhaps feWer than tbree 2'.OIa with respect

to rates for interconnecdon and unbUDdled network clements.

'Ibere are too many "unlmnwn nDknoWDJ- III this time to be cenain what

factors are relevant to the ~veraged rates. The Order itself lacks any discussion of

what those relevant factors may be. Order, SlID, "764-765. At this time, the

requirement of at least three zones may be a too-early elevation of form over

substaDce.

In its own situation, Wisconsin faces the consideration of factors such IS the

treatment of utilities under state-wide price caps for ICSidential and small business

customers,1 the DWDber of small telcos that may retain rora1 tclf'Pl1oDe company

emnpdon. possible distmctiODS between "urban costs- and llrura] costs,' universal

scnice costs, c1ymmic eftcc~s ur :tunes on costs and ratti, implications of §~9

iI1frastructure sharing OD costs, and tern.in diffcrcnces that affcd costs,' to uawc jU¥t

:I Both Wisconsin Bell, Inc. (d/b/a AmertteCh Wisconsin), as of September 1,
1994, and GTE North IDcorporated, as of January 1, 1995. elected price regulation
UDder im Wis. Act 496. These clc:WomJ effecdvely prevem rate ID:reases for at
least three years from the date of election for the companies' residential (R-1) and
small business (B-1 with 3 lines or fewer) customers.

J In a receax 1994 case, necessary rock blasting for one small telco's plant
upgrades~ lisnificandy tD a near tripling of the authorized "just and
rcuooable- rate. 1be mcreases were phased in over two years and univenai service
fuDdiDg was required. Notification qy Fopstyi1le I_hone Company. Inc.. Tbat It
IntcgdI to lncrcMc Tcl;ghope RaJa;, psew docket 2~~TR-IOI (January 5, 1994).

7
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a few potCDtial factors. As rates are involved, the issues wiD be iDtcnsely debated

aDd compromises may be es&CDtial.

The PSCW aubm.i1s \Wtl lUklilional flexibility Is nccdec1 to foster tbe pnnciple

of deaveraging of interconnection and UDbund1ed network clements, aud proposes

addition of the foUo\\'inl provision tn 47 r.PR. I S1.S07(f):

·(3) A state commission may petition for a waiver of1his section to implcmem
a state-specific altemative dcavetaged rate structure plan to tef1ect gcoppbic
cost differences. The Commission may pant the waiver if it finds that the
proposed plan is consisrem with the purposes of this section and the public
interest. ~

m. FCC EDtertaiDmeDt of I • ComplaiDts Respectiaa NeptlItIoas or
Arbitrathml PeDdiq Before a State CommMon NeNIIsdy UDdHcuts
ExpedItIous State Processine., fU7-128.

The PSCW respectfuDy requests chat the FCC widldraw or curtail c:utertaining

complaints UDder § 208 or tile Communications Act of 1934 with respect to alleged

violatiOIl! of 11251 am 2Si of 1lI= 1996 Act durJng _1'. negottlltions OJ

arbitrations. The FCC's holding provides an oPPOrtu:ni£y for a party to I. ncgQtiatiOJl

or arbitration to create a multiplicity of proceedings. when, in 1be end, the stJI.te

commission's final detennination provides the most direct disposition of the violation

through an award likely to be adverse to the wrongdoer.'

Good faith negotiation violations of the 1996 Act itself are effectively subject

penalty by the state commission's ability to proceed to CODClusion of the negotiation

or arbitration usina "[be best information from whatever source derived" UDder

§2S2(b)(4)(C). This stale commission -right to proceed" is also implicitly recopized

608 266 8097 09-30-96 01:30PM P03S ~29
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in § 2S1(b)(S) which declares a failure to cooperate with a state CtImmission carrying

out its "function as an arbitraror" to be a failure to negotiate in good faith.

The iDnocent party requesting interconncction, would not want multiple

actions. That party would mOSl likely prefer to pursue the state process. under ilS

tight deadlines, to convert the wronadoer's conduct. into A poteDiaUy advantase011l

arbitration award from the state commission. Accepting a § 208 complaint could

allow "gaming" that could create the pervene outcome of procedurally delaying

competition, to the benefit of the wronadoer and the detriment of the new entrant.

Such an outcome is plainly contrary til the objective of the 1996 Act and the thrust of

the FCC's order in this docket. The psew sugests that such complaints, if filed, be

promptly stayed by the FCC pending the completion of the stare commission approval

process.

~fole. the Puhlic ~ice C.ommission of WiscoDSm respectfu.lly requests

that the Federal Communications Commission recomider the Order's holdings cited

above aDd change its regulations as recommended.

Dated this 30th day of September, 1996.

Rcapcctfully 1Ubmittal,

~s:~
Michael S. Vanta
Legal Counsel
Telecommunications Divilliion

Public Service Commission of
Wisconsin

P.O. Box 7854
Madison. WI 53707-7854

9
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~l·t8 Public Service Commission of Wisconsin

Jacqllllllle K. l\ey1loldl. ExeculIye ASS1aDt
LYDda L. DolT. -NarY 10 lb. Coaal8iltdon

Sle9en )1. Scb.... Chllt CDUlllel

To: All Local IZxchangc Camc:rs

Re: Investigation of the Implementation of the Telecommunications
Act of 1996 in Wisconsin OS..TI-l""O

. I

At itc: npen meer1D1 of July 11. 1996. the Commiuion reopned the record in this docket
and. upon furtbcr reconsiclen.tion. teScinded ill May 17. 1996 letter order that required
Wisconsin Bell. loc. ("Ameritech"), GTE North IncoIl'Orated ("GTE") and all Wisconsin
1IKlcpaKlem companies (ICOs) to me With tile Commlsslcn aDd obtain approval of all
agreemems with other providers coverins telecommuaications services.

After reviewing the record in this doCtet. the Commission detem1iDed that the language in 47
U.S.C. § m(a)(l) to requue me approval of "any inrerconnection agreement I1elOtWec1
before me eWe of eDaCUncnt" had .. more limited. pu.tpaIC. The Comm;$$101l fowd tWtL ..
more reasoDable inrerpretation of this SWIllOry provision is that me phrase is intended to
make subject to approval iruacoDDOCtion agreemcms whose execution occurred after
February 8, 1996. but whose negotiatioDS may have occuned prier to that dale. The
Commimon. 'ChcrcfOfC. r~iDd$ its May 17, 1996 leucr order rcqulrlDg me approval of all
relecolllDlDDicaDons aareemen~ with arher providers cove.rm, telecommuDicaaoDs services.
'Ibe eXtended area service (EAS), cellular and direct inrercOl1llCCUon agreements already rIled
in compliance with the letter order shall DOt be approved by the Commission but will be
placa1 uu flh:.

The Commission did fmd. bowever. that it is necessary co~ ill.'1mbem local excba.qe
carriers (!LEes) to tile eenain qreemeDtS, in addition to the EM. direct interCOnnection and
cellUlar agreementS. tor the Commission to use III evalUalmg 47 U.S.C. § 2S1-type
asn=emellrs reprding the merits of my claim by an !LEe thai it could not proVide a form of
inrerconneclion to a new CDErant. 1'hc Commission is requestiq the fWI of tbe pre-Act
aareemenu pursuant to its Slatutory powers in s. 196.15. Sws. The Commission. however.
derermined tbat filing of ton service apeemCDES was unnecessary, considerioa rbat 47 U.S.C.
i 2S I-type Uvcl'COnncaion apem=lS dca.l with the local excball&c mark:.:L. TW=
Commission fw:ther clarified that infras1ructurc sharinlllreen1ems under 47 U.S.C. i 2..~c).

arc not subject to filing for approval 'IS interconnection a!l'ec:rnents uDder 47 U.S.C. § 252.

610 Nonb WhhIIey Way, P.O. a. 7154. MldlsoD. WI 53707·7854
Genenl Inforallllloll: (601) 2~1; (_ 2'7.1479 (TI'Y)

Fa: (601) 2"-3957
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TI:M! Commi!.~int\. tbefefo~. is reqllirilll i\nleritceh. om And the ICOs to 1\le E.'\S.
exteDCled community callina (ECC). cellular. cUrect intercotmeCtinn. 911. directory
assistance. directory listings, operatOr services. and signalling syStem 7 pte-Act alrcem.ents
_ c:lti$t wilh otl1er telecommunications providers (see the attaChed list of definitions for
tbcse sernces). However. such CODU'QCts I1nd qrccm.cIWi wh1ch lw1 exptree1 and haQ not
been renewed. and agreements wbidl bad been c:omplerely tetmiQUed andJor reDaSOUated
prior to Febnlary 8. 1996. (Ihe date on which the Act became effa:tive) Dl:ed not be f11eet.
LW.cwise. contraeu wbic:n bave expired between Fcbtuary 8. 1996. and the dare of this
older. aDd have not been reacwecl ON''eDCgotialed.. abo need DOl be fUec1. 1'0 faclliwc the
Iefel:cq:ina of these aareemcm:s. a ~mmary wUl be required for each type of inD:rcOl1DCttlOQ

apeemem currcntJy in effect. 1"bc summary sball iclcntity the olhcr party. the date of
agreement. tJle scrvice(s) excbangec1 and the billing method (offseEs, cash. bill-am-keep), but
nOl specifying acaal COQIPClISwion levels It determluec1 in the cOnttaet. The summary listing
for each type of interconnection ap!emeDl should be filed nonconfic1cntiaUy to permit ucw
emrams a legidmate opporamity to know of. aDd review. agreemcms relevant m their
opportlUlitics ro negotiate interconnection a,reemenrs.

~tq 1m summaries shou.kl be filed with me Commission ICCOccliul w rhc foUowlng
scbedule. Five copies are required of me qreemeDl. cover leurs aud supportm, summary.
0aIy 011: copy of a. coDfidentia1 agreement need to be filed. The qreemears should be

d .. addrcsHcl to Lyada L. Dorr, Sc:cretary to tile Commission. Public Service Commission of
Wiscomm. P.o. Box 7854, Madison. Wiaconain 53707-7854.

All ap=mentS should be fiIecl u joint filinp, with bam providers filing cover Jellen. The
joiDt ftllqs will ptevem dUplicate filinlS aDd problems due to ID ap:emeDl being filed
sUDulraoeously as both coDfJdeGtial and QOl);owH1cmial. The provtders should also joimly
agIee on whether the a&recmenr will he filed UJJder confidential COY". If the qrccmcnt is to

be confidential. it must be accompanied by the appropriate form. ODly one copy of a
confidential ~ement needs to be filed.

Companies need nnly file tbose apeemems that haw !lOt alnady bcm tile4. For cUIllplc.
Ameriteeh and GTE have already filed. aU EAS apeemems between rhem Ind me
independent companies. The ICOs _ to file all tbeir rem.me EAS Igreements by
November 1. 1996. At that t!me, me lCOs will not need to rdUe those apecmems wbith
were filed hy Amerlteeh and GTE onJuly 1. 1996.

Where companies have a number of agrccmems tbat have the same rates. tenDS and/or
tODd.molls, \he cumpany s1laUlCl tHe five coples of a sample of the ap:cmem or identical
langua8~. together with a list of all iclemiCAl aarccmcnu ora~ using mat laDgUIge.
If tbe terms and conditions of the agreements an: the same. but thl! rates differ. the compaDY
can tile a sample of the terms and conditions. roaemer with copies of just the pages from
each agreement showing the differing raICS.

60a 266 B097 09-30-96 01:30PM P038 ~29



Se P. 30. 1996 12: 3?PM PSC!W[

1.;4f. '. l' ~ ;',.

";, • l'

To All local Exchange Carriers
Docket OS-TT-l40
Page .:

'i'; .r

Schedule

No. 9682 P. 16/23

~ i
'J .

;i"!f~i !"AIIft~nIS between te~~omm~ns providers and supportinc summaries mWi[ be filed
.. ' according [0 the followmg scMdulc.

By Aqust 1. 1996
Ameritecb and GTE file: SS7 agrcemenrs and supponing summary.
ICOs Filf(: None.

By AulUSt 19, 1996
Ameritech and GTE File: Swmnary of all pre-Act direct inrercolUlcction. ceUulac and
£AS agreemems that were flied on July 1, 1996.
ICOs Fne: None.

By September 3. 1996 ,
AmeriJeCh anQ GTE File: 911. DA. OS and directory lisdDg agreements. aDd
supporting summaries.
ICOj Fil;: None.

By OCtober 1, 1996
AmerllCCh and CiTE File: ECC agreementS and sappol1iq summary.
1C0s FUc; ECC~ amlliuppuniDg ~ummary.

By NOftlllber 1. 1996
AIDerit!al aDd GT.E..Ei1c: NODe.

leas File: Dlrect intetcoDDection and EAS agreementS. and. supponinl summaries.

By December 2, 199ft
. ! Amerltceh and. GTE Ok: None.

ICUs til;: 557 agreements·and supporting summary.

By January 2, 1997
AmerilCCh and QIE Bl;: NODe.

I, leQs Fn;: 911, OA, OS aad directory lEtiDg apmenu, and supponing summaries.

This letter order is issued under me Commission's jUrisdiction in $S. 196.02. 196.19.
196.194(1), 196.196, 196.20. 196.219, 196.25, 196.28, 196.37, 196.39. 196.395. 196.40,
Stats.• other provisions of cbs, 196 aDd 227. Srats.. as may be pertinent heretO. aDd the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, 47 U.S.C. §§ 251 and ~2. u applied by the Commission
nmer its discretion and jurisdiction in en. 196, Stats.
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To All Local Exchange Carriers
Docket OS-TI-l40
Pqe4

No. 9682 P. 17/23

'!-,

If you should have any quauuns on tb1S. please contaCt Timothy W. Ulrich. Policy AnalySt,
of the Telecommunications Division staff at (608) 261-9419.

;.. By the Commis&1on.

Sip:d tIlio /S1l.. lIlY or ~:.L.I..;,,~....~..,...-.__

00 ., ~'~• ~_},t_AV _

=~~ Commission 0

UD:TWU:mac:h:\ss\lordcr\l40fi1c.~r

CC: Service List 05..TI-140
Records Manqement. PSCW

s. u.au:hcd Notice of Appeal. RiJba.

~-95%
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To All local E.tchangc Carriers
Docket OS-TI·l40
Page ~

For the purposes of this leaer order. the various qreemems between
telecommunications providets that must be filed are di\'ided imo the followina carelones:

DIrect Intvcoueclion. This calClory il..lu\l~~ for d1c termination
of loc:a1 ca11& originated on one provider's natWorlc aDel terminated on that of
the other provider that are not included in the EAS or Extended Community
Calling (ECC) catelories. .

'I!

EAS: ):AS agreementS are for the tnUJSPon. and rermmatlon ot' extended area
service will~.

'-n'

F.CC: ECC aareemenrs lite fOt:' The ITInspotT AM rerminalion of extended
community calling calls.

911: This caregory covers COnttlCtS for 911 service between
o=l£communicadons provtdcrs. plus agteemeDIS over tbc routinl ot emergency
c;a1]s and. l:ompemation for such emctICDCY calls &Dei usocia1lcc1 nccwcnks.

DA: This eateeolY covers aareemems and caDEnCes for directory assistance.

Directory UsdDII~ This eateaorY covers apemems for me sharing, sale. or
:. use of c1irecU)l)' UStIDp, aDd tor dlsa1badon of c1IrcctDrtcs.

os: This a-cory covers agnemems aDd comn.cta involving operatOr
services (except for directory issislancc). This also iD:ludes ilpeemCnlS for
providing Traffic Service Position sysran (TSPS) service to CUStOrner-Owned
Coin-Operated Telepboncs (COCOTs).

S57: ThIs category inclUdes acreemems tor provtdlng Sipallins System 7
services throulh the tandem or anodlcr remotC offtec I for imcrcoDDCCtion [0

&ilDa.l U2nSfer points (STPs) lind ofher SS7 equillment anf darahases. and also
includes aareemenrs for 800 number traDSlalion and WATS servina offices.

Cellular: This category covers apmenu with cellular, paainI or RCe
providers.
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Nodce of Aim. Rtltus

No. 9682 P. 19/23

' .
. IV'

. ,
1

MaUce is l1eIeby given mat a penon aggrieved by me foregoing
decision bas me rigbt CD ftle a petition for judicial review as
provided in s. 227 .S3, Sws. The petition must be tiled within
30 days after the cI8 of mailinJ of this 4ceision. TbI1 dale is
shown 011 me first page. If there is no date on rhe first pap.
the date of mai1inI is shown immediately abo\'e thesi~
line. The Public SerVice Commission of Wisconsin must be
named as re..~nndenr in me petition for judicial review.

Nodce is funbDr siven that. if me fOf81oing decision is an
order foUowinl a proceeding which is a contested case as
cI&fiDccl in s. 227.01(3). Sram.. a penon agricvccl by the order
bas Ehe funher right to fIle ODe petition for rchariDI as
provided In s. 227.49. StaB. The pct1tion must be ftled. witbiD.
20 days of the date of mallin. of this decision. .

If tbis decision is au otder after rebeariDg, a persoll agrieved
who wisbes to appeal must seek jud!cial review 1'Ither than
rehearing. A secOM petition for rchc:ariDg is DOt aD option.

This ICDaQI DOtice is for the purpose of emuriDc compliance
with s. 221.48(2). Stars., and does DOt CODStiDIte acollClusion
or admissiou tbat my panicular pany or person is neccuarily
agrieved or dw any particular decision or order is fiDal or
jwliciDlly ~Yiewablc.

Revised. 4112J91
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BEl"OU THE

No, 9682 P. 20/23

PEDBRAL COMMVNICATIONS COMMISSION

.,.,

1
Ii

1nt:clcomcction between Local Exchange
C.arrien and Commercial Mobile Radio
Service Providers

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

CC Docbt No. 96-98

CC Docket No. 95-185

ERRATA SHEET FOR '~J96 PrMION FOR RECONSIDERATION
BY PlJBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF WISCONSIN

The Public; Service Commiuion respectfully submits the following errata material to

i' " comet ita Petition for Reconsideration, date4 Septmber 26, 1996. in the above-captionecl

doclccts. A substitute Petition for Reconsideration dated September 30, 1996. is beiDa

submitted herewith for the convenience and use of rhe Federal Communications Commission.

Correction ItemS.
H,
!'

1. At Page 3. line 15, aod at page 4, lines 7 and 10. the references d1erein to

"§ 251(a)(1)" should be corrected to "I 252(a)(1)."

2. At pages 9-10, before the concluding ·Wherefore" paragraph the fonowing section

. should be inserted:
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; Etrata Sheet
Petition for RecoDSideration

of Public service Commission of Wisconsin
CC Docket Nos. 96-98 and 95-185

No. 9682 P. 21/23

m. FCC EntertaIDmeDt of I 208 Complaints Rspec''''1 NeeodadoDs or
ArbItratIODI Pea.... Defore a State c......... NeedJasly
lJnclercuOi ExpedItious State PncessbI&. ,U7-128.

The PSCW respectfully requests that the PCC withdraw or curtail

entertaining complaints utxler § 208 of the CommUDicatioDS Act of 1934 with

respect to alleged violations of §§ 251 aDd 252 of the 1996 Act dmjDg gendj'l'

negotlalions or arbitrations. The PCC's hol4ing. provi<1es an opportunity for a

party to a negotiation or arbitration to create a multiplicity of proceedings,

when, ;n t~ p.oo, the state commissioo's fiDa] determination provides the most

direct disposition of the violation throuah an award likely to be adverse to the

wrongdoer.

Good faith negotiation violations of the 1996 Act itself arc effcctively

subject penalty by the state commission's ability to proceed to conclusion of

the negotiation or arbitration using "the best information from whatever source

derived- under §252(b)(4)(C). This state commission -right to proceed" is

also implicitly recognized in § 2S1(b)(S) which declarcs a failure to cooperate

with a state commission cmying out its ·function as an arbitrator" to be a

faDure TO ncgotial:e in good faith.

The innocent party requesting iDtereonneotion, would not want multiple

don,;. That party would mnu mrt.ly tn?fe, to pursne the alate process, uDder

its tight deadlines, to convert the wrongdoer's conduct into a potentially

advantageous arbitration aWard from the state commission. Accepting a § 208
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No. 9682 P. 22/23

1

objective of the 1996 Act aDd. the 1bmst of the FCC's order in dUs docket.

The PSCW suggests tbat such complaints, if filed, be promptly stayed by the

FCC peDdiDg the completion of the Stale commission approval process.

Dated this 301b day of September, 1996.

Rcspcctfully submittccl.

6~s~.
Michael S. Varela
Lepl Counsel
Telecommuoications Division

Public Service Commission of
Wisconsin

P.O. Box 7854
Madison, WI 53707·7854

;I··m:'~:;
~":96% '

H:\Dft\msv\fcceml.930
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